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court is entitled to retain the suit which has been first commenced.
There are some early instances of disputes between those tribunals
in which the one has issued its injunction against the officers of
the other. But latterly, there is no instance of ‘either having en-
joined a party from proceeding in the other. That court in which
the suit has been last instituted, or in which the proceedings are
least comprehensive and perfect, has, in general, given way to the
other; or forced the parties to betake themselves to that court in
which the first suit was instituted, or where the most perfect pro-
ceedings were then depending. But after a bill to redeem a mort-
gage has been filed in one court, a bill to foreclose may be brought
in the other; and a cross bill may be filed in chancery to an origi-
nal bill in the Exchequer ; and so too, either court will retain its
suit, when the bill in the other has been dismissed. ()

But there is no instance to be met with in which either one of
the English courts has ever attempted to hinder or stay any part
of the proceedings in a suit which had been rightfully instituted,
and was then progressing in the other; as by enjoining a trustee
proceeding in the direct execution of a decree; or staying a pro-
ceeding by execution to enforce the payment of money decreed to
be paid ; nor has it been ever intimated, that either of those courts
would call before it the parties to a suit depending in the other to
give an account of acts done under the authority of the other; or
to have the money or property with which the other was dealing,
or which was in the hands of its officers or agents, brought in to
be there disposed of by itself. Yet all this should have been con-
sidered and adjudged as settled and correct, as between those
English courts in order to sanction, by mere analogous authority,
what appears, by these proceedings, to have been done by the
Harford County Court.

From these proceedings it appears, that there never has been
before that court any defendant who had in reality any thing more
than a bare pro forma interest in the matter in controversy; for
I put out of the question Kent Mitchell of whom the plaintiffs
made no complaint, and did not charge as a party. James Wallace,
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